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The City of St. Louis Board of Election Commissioners (the “Board”) has been asked by your

Committee to provide a statement on voter registration, voter registration rolls, keeping said rolls

updated, and the potential fraud that occurs with the manipulation of said rolls. We are honored

with the opportunity to present to you our thoughts on these matters. Within the last two years,

this Board has been transformed from a mediocre organization (see Mandate for Reform:

Election Turmoil in St. Louis, November 7, 2000, report by Secretary of State Matt Blunt, July

24, 2001) into an efficient and effective governmental entity that proactively confronts

challenges and devises creative and thoughtful solutions to potential problems.

Part one of this statement discusses the background of the Board. Part two discusses the

importance of keeping voter registration rolls up-to-date and accurate. Part three examines

Missouri statutes designed to ensure the accuracy of voter registration rolls. Part four details

potential obstacles in keeping voter registration rolls updated. Finally, part five lays out

proactive devices the Board has implemented to keep voter registration rolls as up-to-date and

accurate as possible.



I. Background of the St. Louis City Board of Election Commissioners

Until recently, the Board has always been under a cloud of controversy. This controversy

was the very reason the Board of Election Commissions was formed by the Missouri legislature.

In 1894, according to the St Louis Post Dispatch, Henry Youngman, the City of St. Louis

Recorder of Voters, was receiving “no respect.” The public was fed up with the ongoing charges

of voter fraud, election judge tampering, fixed elections and general all-around election

problems. The fraud and election abuse was at all levels and involved both major political

parties. Candidates and election workers were involved in said fraud as well as both Democrats

and Republicans.

The law creating the Board for the City of St. Louis was the first law of its kind in the

State of Missouri. The model for the Missouri law was first seen in Chicago, Illinois where an

election board was created a decade earlier in 1886. Not surprisingly, the Chicago Board was

conceived following a “public outcry” for a new election code. The Illinois model was a court-

appointed board, while the Missouri model involved appointments by the Governor.

The bill establishing the Board was approved by the Missouri General Assembly on May

31, 1895 in a special session of the legislature called an “extraordinary session” by Governor

William J. Stone. The session was deemed “extraordinary” because of the pervasive election

problems in both St. Louis and Kansas City, Missouri. Governor Stone noted in his opening

message to the General Assembly the severity of the election problems, indicating that “not a

few consummate and dastardly outrages have been perpetrated.”

The current Board was appointed by Governor Matt Blunt, who was elected in 2004. The

Election Board consists of a four person Commission, two Republicans and two Democrats, all

appointed to four year terms, serving at the pleasure of the Governor. The board hires the

management, which consists of a bi-partisan six-member team: two directors, two deputy



directors and two assistant deputy directors. Working with the management is 25 full time

employees. During an election cycle the full time and temporary workforce can reach 50

employees depending on the size and type of the election.

II. Why is it so important to keep voter rolls clean?

In light of the election-related abuses detailed above and as a matter of common sense, a

jurisdiction must consistently labor, both during election cycles and during off-peak seasons, to

keep its voter rolls updated and complete. As an obvious beginning, when a jurisdiction’s voter

registration rolls are correct, the voters will receive proper notification of elections and their

appropriate polling places. This efficiency encourages participation in the civic process, allows

citizens to be active in their government, and consequently provides for a more informed, stable

community. When voters receive proper notification of an election and their concomitant polling

place, the odds of a voter traveling to the incorrect polling place are minimized, thus resulting in

less time poll workers must spend filling out paper work for that confused voter and speedier

lines at the polling place.

However, other pernicious results occur from tainted voter rolls, in particular, illegally

manipulated and tainted voter registration rolls. Many have argued that the benefit of laws

requiring voters to produce photo identification at the polling places is outweighed by the

societal costs of such laws. Generally, the primary argument cited against such laws is that fraud

rarely occurs at polling places and that such a law would do nothing to curtail election fraud.

Without considering the efficacy or suitability of such photo identification laws, we believe that

the roots of fraud begin far in advance of election day; most fraud initially stems from

malfeasants who either illegally register hundreds of voters, either real individuals without their

knowledge or fictional individuals, or illegally register themselves at multiple inter-jurisdictional

addresses. At the Board, we have deemed this destructive form of fraud as “registration

fraud.” Incidents have occurred in the St. Louis metropolitan area where fictional or deceased



individuals have voted in elections and real individuals have voted in multiple jurisdictions

during one election. For this reason, voter rolls must be kept accurate and up-to-date at all times,

thus minimizing election day shenanigans.

When registration fraud occurs, everyone suffers. Every bad registration is a potential

bad vote that, in effect, cancels the vote of an honest voter. In the past, numerous fraudulent

registrations have been traced to “drop sites”, or residences housing a far less number of

individuals than the voter registration rolls and voting records would suggest. The taxpayers

must pay for the data entry involved to input illegal registrants, often including the overtime and

temporary staff employed therein; the taxpayers must pay for the mailing of information to non-

existent and fictional individuals. These costs also include training, employing, and paying more

poll workers than needed to work in certain precincts because the voter numbers are artificially

and illegally inflated and an election authority may be required to provide a certain number of

poll workers, by law, for the number of registered voters in that precinct.

Moreover, a jurisdiction’s voter rolls often serve as the benchmark for certain other legal

requirements, for example, the number of petition signatures required for a recall, referendum, or

initiative petition to be successful. As an illustration, the Charter for the City of St. Louis

requires twenty percent of the registered voters in a Ward to sign a petition in order to force a

recall vote for that Ward’s Alderperson. Charter for the City of St. Louis, Article III, §2 (1914).

If a jurisdiction’s voter rolls are filled with fraudulent, non-existent, duplicative and deceased

persons, the number of signatures required to initiate these civic actions are increased and more

difficult to obtain because of the number of non-existent voters on the rolls. Finally, charitable,

non-profit, governmental, and other organizations that depend upon access to a jurisdiction’s

voter rolls are slighted because of their attempt to distribute goods, information or services to

non-existent and fictional individuals.



III. Procedures in Missouri for ensuring the accuracy of voter registration records

Under the Help America Vote Act, each chief State election official is required to

implement, “in a uniform and nondiscriminatory manner, a single, uniform, official, centralized,

interactive computerized statewide voter registration list defined, maintained, and administered

at the State level that contains the name and registration information of every legally registered

voter in the State...” 42 U.S.C. 15483(a)(1)(A). Moreover, “[t]he computerized list shall serve as

the single system for storing and managing the official list of registered voters throughout the

State.” 42 U.S.C. 15483(a)(1)(A)(i). Missouri, by and through Secretary of State Robin

Carnahan, has successfully launched and currently administers an effective statewide voter

registration database to which the individual election authorities input their respective voter

registrations. Consonant with federal law, Missouri law provides that “[e]ach election authority

shall use the Missouri voter registration system…to prepare a list of legally registered voters for

each precinct.” §115.163 RSMo (2004). Thus, the precinct register provided by each election

authority to the various polling places is generated from the statewide voter registration list

administered by the Secretary of State to which the individual election authorities input their

respective voter registrations.

Missouri law also provides for a “canvass” to take place every two years wherein each

election authority must mail to all registered voters within its jurisdiction a “voter notification

card” containing the voters’ name, address, precinct, and other salient election related

information. §115.163.3 RSMo (2004). The voter may cut out the attached card, sign the card,

and utilize the card as a form of identification on election day. As helpful as this information

may be to the voters, the canvass also allows the election authority to identify those voters who

addresses have changed by monitoring those voter notification cards that are returned

“undeliverable” by the U.S. Postal Service to the election authority. After this voter notification

mailing is sent to all voters, the election authority must send a second mailing only to individuals



whose cards were returned “undeliverable” to the election authority. §§115.193.1(2), 115.193.5

RSMo (2004). This second forwardable mailing must contain a postage prepaid and

preaddressed return card on which the voter shall state his or her current address. §115.193.2

RSMo (2004). If the individuals to whom this second mailing was sent do not contact the

election authority to confirm their proper address “not later than the fourth Wednesday prior to

the next election,” the individuals will be placed on an “inactive” list. Despite the often-

misinterpreted title, those voters on the “inactive” list are not automatically eliminated from the

voter rolls. Rather, their names remain on a list that is provided to all precincts within the

election authority’s jurisdiction and they are permitted to cast a ballot provided they show up on

election day and “affirm” their correct address at any election “during the period beginning on

the date of the notice and ending on the day after the date of the second general election that

occurs after the date of the notice.” §115.193.5 RSMo (2004). If said voter does not vote by the

second general election following the second mailing, then and only then will the voter be

excluded from the voter registration rolls.

The Board recently began its canvass for 2007. A canvass card was professionally

designed that contained the information required by law, i.e. voters’ names, addresses, precincts;

however, the card also contained information about 2008 elections, becoming a poll worker, and

bright and colorful graphics. The card was designed to attract the voters’ attention and separate

the mail piece from sales and marketing pieces that may be immediately discarded by recipients.

See Exhibit “A”, Voter Notification Card. In addition, the Board initiated an aggressive media

campaign, appearing on the internet, multiple local newspapers, television stations, and radio

stations, in an attempt to educate voters about what they should do with their cards, what they

should do if they do not receive a card, and, very importantly, what they should do to initiate a

change of address. Through this proactive, friendly, yet intense campaign, the Board has been

able to initiate name changes and changes of addresses for hundreds of City of St. Louis voters.



This purification of the information for hundreds of voters will lead to shorter lines, less

manpower expended, and more efficient polling places for the 2008 elections.

Moreover, the Board is currently embarking upon the second mailing mentioned above.

This mailing will be sent to the voters whose first mailing was returned to the Board by the U.S.

Postal Service as “undeliverable”. The second mailing explains that the first mailing sent to the

voter was returned, and that the Board is attempting to confirm the address of the voter. See

Exhibit “B”, Second Mailing. The second mailing also explains that if the voter has moved out

of the City of St. Louis, he or she must register within his or her new election jurisdiction; the

name and telephone number of one neighboring jurisdiction is provided on the card. Finally, the

second mailing explains that the voter must send back and sign the attached postage pre-paid

postcard to remain on the rolls. The voter is informed that if he or she fails to send back and sign

said postcard, he or she will be placed on the inactive list until the second general election

following the mailing, at which time he or she may be permanently removed from the voter

registration rolls.

Going above and beyond what is required by the law, the Board plans a third mailing to

voters for whom the Board has a potential new address but whose new address has not been

confirmed in writing by the voter. Recognizing that these voters may have received limited

information about the canvass, the Board plans to mail information to their potential new address

about the need for the voter to confirm his or her address in writing to prevent the voter from

going on the inactive list. This third mailing is planned for early 2008.

This method of voter registration roll housekeeping maintains a healthy balance between

keeping properly registered voters on the rolls, updating voter information, and eliminating

voters who have moved, died or do not exist. Nevertheless, we believe that this legally

mandated plan must involve a significant amount of media and publicity to reach voters of all

socioeconomic classes and inform all voters of the purpose and reason for the canvass. In



addition, the language on the mailings must be clear, uncluttered, and succinct. Individuals are

sent two mailings, no less than one forwardable, to their last known address to inform them about

the canvass. If the first mailing does not come back marked “undeliverable” to the election

authority, the voter remains intact on the voter rolls. Even if the first mailing is returned to the

election authority and the voter never responds to the second mailing or the second mailing is

also returned to the election authority, the voter remains eligible to vote for at least “two general

elections” following the second mailing. This time period usually equates to at least 2 years that

a voter will remain on the inactive list. Nevertheless, the intent of the jurisdiction wide canvass

appears to be that voters who do not respond to two mailings and do not vote during the inactive

period presumably no longer live in the jurisdiction and should be left off the rolls.

IV. Nevertheless, problems remain with registration fraud

Despite the effectiveness of Missouri’s procedures for keeping voter registration rolls

updated, registration fraud remains a challenge to detect and combat. As discussed above,

registration fraud remains the seed which germinates into other forms of election fraud which

often remain undetected, including polling place fraud and absentee voting fraud. In addition,

many do not appreciate the perniciousness of such fraud; election fraud convictions are often

seen as less significant crimes and often go unpunished. Until society seriously accepts the

destructive nature of such crimes, malfeasants will continue to wreak havoc upon voter

registration rolls, often with impunity.

A. Registration fraud perpetrated by voter solicitors

A classic example of attempted registration fraud occurred within the City of St. Louis

prior to the November 7, 2006 election. At that time, the Board was the subject of much

consternation concerning alleged fraudulent voter registration applications submitted by various

organizations. Among these 5,000+ alleged fraudulent applications were multiple applications

that appeared to have been signed by the same person and applications with invalid residential



addresses. In addition, many of the individuals listed on the applications were contacted and

explained to the Board that they had never completed the registration form at issue; among those

fraudulently registered were deceased individuals and individuals well under the voting age.

Most perniciously, many of the fraudulent applications transferred the address of an unwitting

voter to a bogus or incorrect address. A number of these allegedly fraudulent voter registration

applications were subpoenaed by the United States Attorney’s Office for the Eastern District of

Missouri, and our investigation and their investigation remains ongoing. Moreover, regional

leaders from at least one community activist group, namely ACORN, have admitted that

potentially thousands of voter registration cards submitted were fraudulent. (St. Louis Post-

Dispatch, St. Louis ACORN in Disarray, Under Reconstruction, November 20, 2006). In the

final days before the election, erring on the side of caution, the Board did its best to sort out the

few real registrations of qualified voters from the far greater numbers of non-existing, dead or

fraudulently registered persons.

Not only does this put the election authority in a time constraint on the eve before a major

election, but it also leads to the disenfranchisement of legal voters. These shenanigans could

have created a potential election scenario reminiscent of the 2000 above-referenced election

turmoil if the Board had not sprung into action. We had potential fraudulent registrations

numbering over 5000, mainly presented to us the weekend before the close of registration, a few

weeks before the November General Election. All legitimate voters were permitted to vote,

however, the fraudulent voter registration applications were flagged and turned over to the

proper authorities pursuant to subpoena.

This incident was eerily reminiscent of a 2003 registration drive prior to a contested

mayoral primary in the City of St. Louis. At that time, the Board faced the inundation of

registration rolls by thousands of manifestly bogus registrations filed at the very last minute by

an organization whose operatives were later prosecuted in the City of St. Louis Circuit Court for



registration irregularity. These above two incidents represent the cancerous nature of registration

fraud and how laws must be strengthened and fine-tuned to defeat the malfeasants.

B. Registration fraud as detailed by the Missouri State Auditor

In 2004, then State Auditor Claire McCaskill, now United States Senator, conducted an

audit of the Board. Although the current Board, in particular, the Commissioners and a

significant number of directors and employees, are different from the Commissioners and Board

from 2004, the findings are enlightening and deserve mention. Senator McCaskill’s findings

included the following:

We obtained the statewide centralized voter registration data from the Secretary of State’s
office and the voter registration data from the Board of Election Commissioners of St.
Louis County [as well as the City]. We matched the data of the city to both the statewide
and the county data and noted that 9,097 voters are registered in both the city and St.
Louis County with 7,922 voters having a later registration date in the county and
therefore were listed in the poll registers in both places. This increases the risk that
persons could vote in both the city and the county in the same election. We noted 12
instances in which a voter, according to the available data, did vote in both places. We
also identified 318 instances in which a voter voted in the city after the date of
registration in the county.
We also noted that 4,500 voters were registered in the city and elsewhere in the state (but
not in St. Louis County). Of the 4,500 voters, 2,317 were listed as active in both places
while 3,038 had a registration date in the other county that was later than the registration
date in the city. We noted 16 instances in which a voter may have voted in the same
election in both places. We provided the results of our match to the BEC for further
investigation.
The BEC does not obtain voter registration data from nearby counties in Illinois. We
requested the voter registration and available voting history of Madison and St. Clair
counties in Illinois, including the city of East St. Louis, from the Illinois Board of
Elections. We identified 2,366 voters who were listed in the registration data in both the
city of St. Louis, Missouri and Illinois. Of those, 1,482 voters had a more recent
registration date in Illinois than in the city. The data indicated that 10 voters had
voted in both Illinois and the city in the same election. We provided our match results
to the BEC for further investigation.

Auditor Claire McCaskill, Audit Report, Board of Election Commissioners, City of St.
Louis, Report No. 2004-40, May 26, 2004. (emphasis added).

Although the issue of individuals illegally maintaining dual registration in various Missouri

jurisdictions has been significantly curtailed due to the Help America Vote Act and the

concomitant Missouri statewide voter registration database, as successfully administered by



Secretary of State Robin Carnahan; the statewide database does not address illegal dual

registrations in different states. As Senator McCaskill has shown, the issue is one that deserves

attention.

C. Registration fraud fueled and revealed by recall process

On November 22, 2005, a petition for the recall of City of St. Louis 22nd Ward Alderman

Jeffrey Boyd was submitted to the Board. On November 23, 2005, the Board’s registration staff

began to work the petition, which involved comparing names and signatures on the petitions with

names and signatures on the voter registration rolls. During the work, the registration

coordinator noticed multiple signatures that appeared to be signed by the same person. An

example of this flagrancy included one member of a family apparently signing for other

members of the family registered from the same address. The names and “signatures” of

deceased voters were also discovered on the petition. See Exhibit “C”, recall petition signature

page; Exhibit “D”, death certificate; Exhibit “E”, Funeral Mass announcement.

The Board immediately further investigated the individuals that circulated and sought

signatures for the petition. Meanwhile, newly received voter registration applications from the

22nd Ward proved to be questionable. For example, the Board reached out to one “registrant” by

contacting the number listed on “her” registration form; the individual reached by telephone

informed the Board that no one by that name dwelled at the address. As in the petition for the

recall, some registrations submitted had different names, however the signatures had identical

shape, contour, and form.

As the Board conducted its investigation and researched the petition, Jeffrey Boyd

approached the Board with concerns of possible fraud. As provided by City recall procedure,

Mr. Boyd was canvassing the 22nd Ward to speak with petition “signatories” in an attempt to

convince them to withdraw their names from the petition. Mr. Boyd stated to the Board that,

while canvassing, he learned that many “signatories” stated they did not actually sign the



petition. Consequently, the Board composed a phone script and began contacting all individuals

whose names appeared on the petition. Numerous individuals indicated that they did not sign the

petition or were mislead about the substance of the petition. The Board also dispatched field

representatives to physically canvass and inspect addresses that were considered questionable

from the registration cards. Some vacant lots and abandoned buildings were discovered as

addresses for multiple registrants. See Exhibit “F”, Fraudulent Registration Card/Photo of

Vacant Lot. A letter was also sent to all petition signatories, and responses were mailed to the

Board with personal statements. As a result of this investigation, the recall petition was rejected

by the Board in full, and a number of signature gatherers were indicted for election related

offenses in the City of St. Louis Circuit Court.

This petition travesty underscores the cavalier attitude that many individuals display

toward registration fraud and how a heated race, candidacy, or recall attempt can fuel registration

fraud. Had the Board not initiated a thorough investigation and followed up the investigation

with the rejecting of the entire petition and informing the City of St. Louis Metropolitan Police

Department, the signature gathers would have slighted the voice of the people and may been

vindicated in their illegal attempt to recall an elected official.

V. St. Louis Board’s recent attempts to maintain correct voter registration rolls

We believe that the City of St. Louis Board of Elections has developed numerous

proactive methods to effectively correct and preserve its voter rolls. With the aid and assistance

of a rapidly advancing technological frontier, numerous creative methods can be employed to

make contact with voters and impart the importance of updating their voter information upon a

move or a name change.

The Board is currently assembling a one-year calendar of “voter registration” outreach

throughout the City of St. Louis. This calendar will involve setting up a station and a laptop

computer at differing heavy trafficked locations with the city every two weeks. The laptop will



have the above mentioned statewide voter registration list, freshly updated, downloaded onto the

hard drive. Upon presentation of any form of identification, an individual will be able to

confirm, in real time, that his or her voter registration information is correct. If the voter

registration information is not correct, the voter will have the opportunity to immediately fill out

the paperwork, at the station, to correct his or her information. This technologically driven effort

is different, and will be more effective, than a traditional paper and pencil voter drive. We

believe that “bringing the Board directly to the people on the street” and giving them the instant

opportunity to verify their information will lead to more participation, more accuracy, and

shorter lines on election days.

The Board is working with City of St. Louis Collector of Revenue Gregory F.X. Daly to

track all new residents to the City by monitoring newly created water accounts billed within the

City of St. Louis. The Board plans to send voter registration cards and important voter

registration information, directly to all individuals who have recently begun receiving a water

bill within St. Louis. In this way, the Board anticipates it will effectively target new City

residents and permit them to register without first having to request a registration card. Again,

the proper and correct registration of voters earlier rather than later will result in less frustration,

more accuracy in voter rolls, and shorter lines on election days.

To deter individuals either working for an organization or working on their own who

illegally submit false or fraudulent voter registration cards, the Board has proposed a number of

legislative changes to the Missouri legislature. Missouri law currently requires any person “who

is paid…for soliciting more than ten voter registration applications…[to be] registered with the

secretary of state as a voter registration solicitor.” §115.205 RSMo (2004). Although this is a

good start, we believe that any individual who solicits and/or submits a voter registration card on

behalf of a voter should be required to print his or her full name, date of birth, and last four digits

of his or her social security number on the back of the application. Moreover, if the solicitor was



working and receiving money on behalf of or for any organization while accepting or receiving

said application he or she should be required to print the full name of the organization on the rear

of the application. Only by requiring full disclosure will would be malfeasants be deterred from

submitting fraudulent and illegal voter registration cards and concomitantly tainting the voter

rolls. In addition, this requirement will make it easier to identify individual perpetrators of

registration fraud.

Finally, the Board has been proactive in working with neighboring jurisdictions,

including Illinois jurisdictions East St. Louis, Madison County, Monroe County, and St. Clair

County, jurisdictions not within the purview of the statewide voter database, in attempting to

identify individuals who have voted in more than one jurisdiction during the same election. The

St. Louis metropolitan area County Clerks and election officials have met previously to discuss

this problem, other meetings are anticipated. Only through working together and cooperation

will election jurisdictions keep their voter registration rolls accurate and up-to-date.

VI. Conclusion

This Board respects, welcomes, and appreciates the efforts by all concerned citizens and

interest groups to conduct voter registration drives to ensure that all qualified individuals are

secure in the utmost right, the right to vote. However, sloppy and careless efforts to register

voters, coupled with ineffective oversight of agents, can lead to bloated voter registration rolls

and the abuses detailed above. Moreover, the malfeasant who consciously conducts registration

fraud hoists a number of irreversible problems upon the community as a whole. Registration

fraud, as a whole, affects communities more deeply than the traditional idea of polling place

fraud, which carries with it the antiquated vision of a perpetrator physically stuffing a ballot box

full of a handful of fraudulent ballots in an attempt to sway one race in one election.

Registration fraud results in skewed statistics, wasted taxpayer dollars, wasted effort on the part

of civically minded individuals, and voter disenfranchisement over a term of many years.



Utilizing creativity and technological advances as the Board has done and passing laws to give

teeth to election related offenses should deter malfeasants from such fraud, or at least make such

fraud more easily detectable.
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